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COMPLAINT 

Complainant files this complaint under 2 U.S.C. § 437g(a)(l) against Tarkanian for 

Congress for violations of the Federal Election Campaign Act ("Act"), as described below. 

These violations are serious, and the Federal Election Commission ("FEC") must act quickly and 

decisively to hold Tarkanian for Congress accountable. 

A. Tarkanian for Congress Did Not Properly Report the Loans it Received from the 
Candidate and the Funds May Not Have Been Eligible to be Loaned 

On June 13, 2012, Danny Tarkanian forgave $250,000.07 in loans that he had previously 

made to his campaign. See Tarkanian for Congress July Quarterly Report, available at htto:// 

hei ndon I ..sdidc.com/bdfy88R/12971458888/12971458888.ndf#havnane.s=Q. On July 29, 2012, 

Mr. Tarkanian loaned an additional.$40,000 to his campaign. On July 11, 2012, the campaign 

repaid Mr. Tarkanian $53,755.83. See Tarkanian for Congress October Quarterly Report, 

attached as Appendix A (page 147). 



Tarkanian for Congress did not properly report these transactions. When a candidate 

loans money to his authorized campaign committee, the committee must file a Schedule C with 

each FEC report disclosing the remaining balance on the loan and the amount repaid during that 

period. See 11 C.F.R. § 104.11. This information is vital. It allows the public to discern the 

extent to which a candidate is self-funding his own campaign. It also allows the public and FEC 

to determine whether repayments of that loan comply with federal law. See id. § 116.11. 

But Tarkanian for Congress failed to comply with these reporting requirements. In the 

reports preceding the July Quarterly Report, the committee did not file a Schedule C disclosing 

the $250,000.07 that it owed to Mr. Tarkanian, thereby depriving the public of valuable 

information. In the July Quarterly Report that disclosed the forgiveness of the $250,000.07 loan, 

Tarkanian for Congress again failed to disclose this information on Schedule C, as it was 

required to do. The committee compounded this problem in its October Quarterly Report, failing 

to file a Schedule C disclosing the $53,755.83 that the committee repaid to Mr. Tarkanian on 

July 11, 2012. See Appendix A. As a result, the public remains in the dark about whether Mr. 

Tarkanian has made additional loans to his campaign, or whether any of those loans have been 

repaid. By failing to file the required Schedule Cs, Tarkanian for Congress violated 11 C.F.R. § 

104.11. 

The committee's failure to comply with the reporting requirements also raises another 

question - whether Mr. Tarkanian's forgiveness of the $250,000.07 loan and the additional 

$40,000 loan were permissible in the first place. While federal law permits candidates to loan 

personal funds to their campaigns - and to subsequently forgive these loans - it 

defines "personal funds" narrowly to mean "amounts derived from any asset that, under 

applicable stale law ... the candidate had legal right of access to or control over, and with 



respect to which the candidate had (I) legal and rightful title, or (2) an equitable interest." See 

11 C.F.R. § 100.33(a) (emphasis added). 

On May 22, 2012, before Mr. Tarkanian forgave the $250,000.07 loan and made the 

additional $40,000 loan, the FDTC obtained a judgment against Mr. Tarkanian in the United 

States District Court for the Southern District of California in the amount of $16,995,005.17. 

See S.D. Cal. Case No. 3:10-cv-00980-WQH-KSC, Doc. 108. Nevada law protects creditors in 

situations like this one, stipulating that "[a] transfer made or obligation incurred by a debtor is 

fraudulent as to a creditor whose claim arose before the transfer was made or the obligation was 

incurred if the debtor made the transfer or incurred the obligation without receiving a. reasonably 

equivalent value in exchange for the transfer or obligation and the debtor was insolvent at that 

time or the debtor became insolvent as a result of the transfer or obligation." Nev. Rev. Stat. 

112.190. Tf Mr. Tarkanian did not have sufficient funds to pay the FDTC Judgment, then it is by 

no means clear that Mr. Tarkanian had title or an equitable interest in the funds at issue under 

Nevada law. And if he did not, then federal law would have barred him from forgiving the 

$250,000.07 loan or making the additional $40,000 loan. 

B. Tarkanian for Congress Violated Other Reporting Requirements As Weil 

Federal law requires authorized campaign committees to report contributions that it 

receives from individuals separately from the contributions that it receives from political 

committees. See id §§ 104.3(a)(2)(i.), (ii). This rule seryes a vital purpose, allowing the public 

to understand who is funding the campaign and what percentage of a candidate's funding comes 

from special interest groups. 



Yet Tarkanian for Congress did not comply with this requirement. Tarkanian for 

Congress reported the following contributions from political committees on Line I l.(a), the line 

reserved for contributions from persons other than political committees: 

• $500 from American Gas Association Political Action Committee on 9/21/2012 
(Appendix A, page 8) 

• $ 1,000 from Amodei for Nevada on 9/28/2012 (page 8) 

• $ 1,000 from Cash America 1 nternational PAC on 9/27/2012 (page 16) 

• $2,000 from Friends of John Boehner on 7/18/2012 (page 34) 

• $1,000 from John Carter for Congress on 9/8/2012 (page 45) 

• $2,000 from Trust PAC Team Republicans for Utilizing Sensible Tactics on 9/28/2012 
(page 82) 

Likewise, Tarkanian for Congress reported the following contributions from persons other than 

political committees on Line 11(c), the line reserved for contributions from political committees: 

• $250 from Michael Dermody on 8/29/2012 (page 92) 

• $250 from Perry DiLoreto on 8/30/2012 (Page 92) 

• $2,500 from Scott Gragson on 7/10/2012 (page 97) 

• $ 1,000 from Bettie Koval on 7/9/2012 (page 102) 

• $1,000 from Kern Schumacher on 9/11/2012 (page 109) 

• $500 from the Lepori Family Trust on 9/4/2012 (page 111) 

Based on these failures to report properly, Tarkanian for Congress violated 11 C.F.R. § 104.3(a) 

(2). 

C. Tarkanian for Congress Appears to Have Accepted Excessive Contributions 

In its October Quarterly Report, Tarkanian for Congress reported accepting a 

contribution from Bill Carlson for $25,000 on September 5, 2012, designated for the general 
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election. See Appendix A (page 16). However, federal law prohibits an authorized campaign 

committee, such as Tarkanian for Congress, from accepting more than $2,500 per election from 

any single individual. See 2 U.S.C. §§ 441a(a)(l)(A), (1). By accepting $25,000 from Mr. 

Carlson, Tarkanian for Congress appears to have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(f). 

But that is not all. Tarkanian for Congress also reported receiving the following 

contributions designated for the primary election: 

• $550 from George Balaban on 9/25/2012 (Appendix A, page 11) 

• $2,500 from Debbie Cassidy on 8/20/2012 (page 17) 

• $2,500 from David Dobbins on 9/30/2012 (page 27) 

• $2,500 from .John Falb on 8/9/2012 (page 32) 

Tarkanian for Congress accepted these contributions long after the date of the June 12 

Nevada primary. Federal law prohibits an authorized campaign committee from accepting 

any contribution designated for a particular election after that election has occurred, unless 

the contribution is designated for debt retirement and the contribution does not exceed the 

committee's net debts outstanding from that election. See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1(b)(3). On its 

October Quarterly Report, Tarkanian for Congress did not indicate that these contributions were 

designated for primary debt retirement. 

Nor could the committee have legally done so, since it did not have sufficient net debts 

outstanding from the primary election. The only primary election debts that the committee 

reported were the $53,755.83 loan from Mr. Tarkanian that the committee repaid on July 11, 

2012 and a $900 debt to JAMD that remains unpaid. See Appendix A (pages 147, 149). The 

contruibutions listed above were accepted long after the committee repaid the $53,755.83 loan. 

Therefore, by accepting $8,050 in contributions designated for the primary after the primary had 



taken plaee, when the committee's net debts outsitanding were no more than $900, Tarkanian for 

Congress appears to have violated 11 C.F.R. § 1.10.1 (b)(3). 

D. Tarkanian for Congress Appears to Have Accepted Impermissible Corporate 
Contributions 

Federal law prohibits an authorized campaign committee from accepting ar^ 

contributions from a corporation. See 2 U.S.C. § 441b. Yet Tarkanian for Congress reported 

accepting the following contributions: 

• $250 from Fine Properties LLC on 8/20/2012 (page 94) 

• $250 from Herbert's Refrigeration Company on 9/12/2012 (page 99) 

• $2,000 from Primm Investments LLC on 7/10/2012 (page 108) 

Federal law prohibits LLCs from contributing to authorized campaign committees unless they 

have elected to be treated as a partnership by the Internal Revenue Service (or have not elected to 

be treated as a corporation). See 11 C.F.R. § 110.1 (g)(3). The burden falls on the LLC to affirm 

its eligibility to contribute and, accordingly, it is standard practice for authorized campaign 

committees to indicate such eligibility on its FEC reports. Id. § 110.1(g)(5). Tarkanian for 

Congress failed to do so here. By accepting contributions from two LLCs and an entity listed as 

a "company," Tarkanian for Congress may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441b. 

E. Requested Action 

As we have shown, there is substantial evidence that Tarkanian for Congress has violated 

the Act. We respectfully request the F.EC to investigate these violations, including whether they 

were knowing and willful. Should the FEC determine that Respondent has violated the Act, we 

request that Respondent be enjoined from further violations and be fined the maximum amount 

permitted by law. 
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Sincerely,, 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this day of (l)cJ 2012. 

ALPESHKUMAR PATEL 
Notary Public State of Nevada 

No. 12-0510-1 
My Appr. Exp. Dec. 7,2015 Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 


